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Introduction 

We welcome the opportunity of appearing before your committee. 
May we state at the outset that our organization consists of some 75, 000 
farm families belonging to autonomous provincial farm unions in Ontario, 
Manitoba, Saskatchewan, Alberta and British Columbia, who have affiliated 
for the purpose of speaking jointly on national policies. 

We will outline our views on matters relevant to basic food production 
policies in Canada and the effect on the family farm structure in agriculture. 
We wish to discuss the direction in which we believe policies should be 
oriented in future years to serve the best interests of both producers and 
consumers. 

Your committee has received much evidence related to the respective 
roles of the various segments of our economy in the production, processing, 
distribution, retailing and consumption of food. From this evidence, we 
believe it has been generally accepted that the primary producer of food 
has greatly increased his productivity, that his costs of production have 


exceeded the growth rate of farm prices for farm products, and that the 
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ferm share of the retail food dollar has declined from a level of 58% in 


1949 to 41% in 1964. 


The Changing Structure in Agriculture 

The growing productivity and efficiency in farming has not resulted 
in a proporticnate rise in levels of income to the majority of farm families. 
To the contrary, the spectrum of farm size and efficiency has been growing 
ever wider in range. Indeed it prompts one to seriously examine what our 
national agricultural policy has achieved and what it is designed to do in the 
future. 

National economic policy in Canada since its inception has been to 
create an industrial economy. Agricultural policy has been functional yet 
subordinate to national policy. Canadian agricultural policies have been 
primarily policies to expedite this basic national objective. As such, there 
is no coraprehensive policy for Canadian agriculture which sets out terms 
of references and objectives. 

Agricultural policies have been basically policies of adjustment 
oriented to encourage growing farm efficiency and productivity with a view 
toward perpetuating a source of labor and cheap raw material for secondary 
incuctry. 

The cheap raw material objective has been realized and many 
thousands of rural people have migrated to urban centres to serve the 
emerging industrial complex. We do not question the desirability of farm 
efficiency provided it is reciprocated with adequate income. In spite of what 


they have accomplished on the one hand it is clear our agricultural policies have 
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thus far failed to solve either the economic or social problems cf a majority 
of those farm people still remaining on the land. 

In having implemented policies of adjustment to agriculture, federal 
and provincial governments have emphasized capital expansion and in this way 
have greatly influenced the shape of the agricultural community. Farm credit 
programs have resulted in the substitution of capital for labor and permitted 
the rapid mechanization of maay thousands of our farms. This has assisted 
industry through providing an expanded farm market for industrial goods. 
Credit policies have enabled the expansion in farm size, resulting in greater 
output per worker employed in agriculture and in some instances reducing 
unit costs of production. It has helped create an elite group in farming. 

On the other hand, federal credit policies are discriminatory in nature, 
enabling only some to qualify and leaving others the alternative of accepting 
@ lower living standard or selling their farms. 

Thousands have left the land but many thousands have stayed. In 
1961, 45% of our farms sold agricultural products of gross value less than 
$2560 per annum. Of these, it is clear some considerable number may 
participate in off-farm employment, but this does not overshadow the fact 
that Canada has a serious problem of rural poverty on its hands at the 
present time. It is now often referred to as a ''social'’ problem rather than 
an agricultural problem because it is recognized that the future rehabilitation 
of these people will not likely be achieved in farming. 

The financial costs of rehabilitating these citizens to a useful role 
in society will be astronomical. The January, 1967, edition of "Resources" 


2 publication issued by the Canadian Council of Resource Ministers, reports 


eiiotan & to aorsideag tatoos as 
bast oA) is ath 
intebot ,o1udiualsys od ineerienth@ lo esinliog ae i 
yaw eid a? bee nclansexe Iniiqen bosleadqare sved anette cy | 


ghar rm! ocieomeod lenuileclaps adi te sqade orl eee % 
hates bos tocisf 261 Lefiqes % fporuiadse om? a) bstiueee oved . 
aveizan aa ei? emis] ano Jo ehakeueny eae Wh mores 
hoon, ishitecbal ot gedkusio etast bolesgxe as yalbivorg 24 
rales of galtines< pete ares a) doienages oat baldsns owed oo : 
etiousey “oometen? enon ti bnew siviivsisga a) bevolgene tanr6wW = 


¥ 


animus of avery eile ae aiedie beqlod wed Wy . nelouborg an 


Bread ti end gniiiss ao beaboata galy sion 


i) Reyes oved abaeived? youn tof bael edt isk eved aha 

moi? esel oulay asong lo atouhowg Lavetivoirgs Biee Barret tag? 
gar iedotun side rebianoo Orcs wwelo ait) .omed? XO _ DELLE REE 

gaat ad) weharteeye fon aeos B15) ind gnenmryolgare raei- Te Ae Ae 

ol? io shred e% no yineveq Innit to areidoig Riolses a) 

yer qedtton aveitows “Ieinos’ A ae Ot barcelet patie won a Hf vat 
geliatlidedes: ovwint of? dad? besjiyoosd Si 1) oeunoad maldowd 
alo: tyisen a 


‘eonieken” to polibe 36st 


e 


aah a 
on an Agricultural Rehabilitation and Development Act project as follows: 
"Canada's first large-scale attempt to rescue a whole area of 
the country from the grips of poverty and ignorance has been 
undertaken by the Federal and New Brunswick governments. 
Over the next ten years, $114 million will be spent by the two 
governments on comprehensive rural development plans for the 
northeast and Mactaqua areas of New Brunswick," 
We predict within ten years, failing alternate farm programs, the 
problems which now con’ront ARDA will be substantially compounded. 
Neither can one tuggest that the group comprising 25% of farmers 
in 1961 in the gross sale of farm products bracket from $2500-$5000 are by 
any stretch of the imagination secure in their positions. Many of them 
might, if given proper opportunity now, be both efficient and viable. 
However, rising input costs, insecure prices and limited opportunities for 
expansion predestine this group in agriculture as the next logical candidates 
for the rural poverty scrap heap. 
The farmer who acquires a neighboring farm at inflated values 
well above the known productive potential of land does, in fact, singlehandedly 
bear the economic cost for social relocation of the displaced farmer and 


his family. In this sense, he is waging 2 one-man war on poverty and 


perhaps merely prolonging the day until he himself may become a casualty. 


Farm Credit 
There is evidence to support the belief that the problems of many 


1 
low income farmers may be aggravated through use of higher cost forms of credit— 


1/ See "Farm Credit Expansion in Canada" by R. S. Rust, Published in Canadian 
Farm Economics, Vol.1, No.1, April, 1966. 
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For example, $300 million is estimated to have been loaned to farmers in 
1964 through supply company finance for short terms at interest rates 
averaging 10%. A further $200 million was loaned in intermediate financing 
ranging from 18 months to 10 years at average rates of 9%. 
The same credit problems which this committee recognized for 
low income wage earners exist for low income farm people. We recommend 
that consideration be extended in meeting the credit needs of low income 
farmers. 
The inflationary cost of farm lands is a major problem facing farmers. 
It is creating problems not only for those presently established in agriculture, 
but promises to create major problems of land transfer from the present 
to the following generation. 
In its 1964-65 annual report, the Farm Credit Corporation notes 
as follows: 
"Land prices, which have continued to increase during the year 
in many areas, have accentuated the problems of those wishing 
to start farming in those areas. A major factor influencing 
these prices appears to be the demand for land to expand the 
size of farms. The steady upward trend in land prices also 
may have attracted some investment in land by non-farmers. 
Under present circumstances, it is sometimes difficult for a 
lender such as the corporation, in making appraisals for 
loans which are repayable over terms up to 30 years, to 
reconcile current land prices in some areas with the net 
income potential and loan repayment capacity of many farms 
in those areas," 
The above observation indicates that acquisition of land by non-farmers 


is a recognized problem to entry into agriculture by young farmers. We 


believe this trend deserves consideration. 
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In an article by John Schriener contained in the ''Financial Post" of 
January 29, 1966, it is noted: 

"A massive demand for farm credit is being created by the 

transfer of farm ownership to a new generation. This transfer 

began early in the 1960s, and, according to some economists, 

will continue into the 1970s before easing off." 

The prospect of carrying a lifetime debt on a possible investment 
of $60, 000-$100, 000 is not a great inducement for young people to enter 
agriculture. 

We believe it may be necessary to evaluate the practicability of 
continuing a completely owner-operator philosophy for farm land in future 
years. Security of tenure may be guaranteed in other ways which will spare 
heavy capitalization of land resources for more productive purposes. We 
believe there is room for greater direction of public land allocation in our 
economy, perhaps through the medium of a Land Allocation Authority. 

It is noted, for example, that there is now thinking in government 
circles towards buying up small and so-called inefficient farms and | 
consolidating them into efficient units, training operators, modernizing 
buildings and allowing older farmers to sell their land to the government 
but remain in rural re It is also proposed these consolidated units 
be sold. We question the wisdom of this latter proposal. We believe long- 
term leases would be more practical toward meeting transfer needs in the 


present and the future and perhaps forestall the growing threat of land 


ownership and control by the large corporation, 


1/ Article by Clive Baxter, Financial Post, January 25, 1966. 
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Who Shall Control Agriculture ? 

Our organization represents family farms, We believe that both 
economically and socially it is in Canada's national interest to retain a 
structure for food production which is broadly based among numerous producers. 
We regret that no blueprint for agriculture is in evidence in this country. 
While much lip service is paid to the principles of retaining the family farm, 
the industrialization of agriculture through integration is proceeding ahead at 
full steam. 

Our concern as a farm union is: Who shall control agriculture ? What 
is to be the pattern of agriculture in Canada for the future? What are the 
policies going to be today to assure a tomorrow for the family farm ? 

Time, we believe, is not on our side. The next plateau in agriculture 
is obviously the growing trend toward production and market domination by 
large corporations which threaten the independence of every producer. 
Vertical integration which relegates the farmer to laborer is already 
established in this country. The trends here have followed those in the 
United States which are advanced by approximately 10 eat! The patterns 
and problems of integration are being experienced in Western Dieta eat 
Industrialization in the production of certain farm commodities such as 


broilers already is complete inthis country. Still, those producers who have 


1/ See "Economic Growth and the Farm Problem" by E.J.R.Booth, Associate 
Professor of Economics, University of Connecticut, Storrs, Connecticut, 
presented to the 1966 Western Farm Leaders Conference, Banff School of 
Fine Arts, Banff, Alta., March 21-25, 1966. 


2/ See Article: ''Vertical Integration in Western Europe" by John Higgs, 
Published in FAO Monthly Bulletin of Agricultural Economics and Statistics, 
Vol.15, No.12, December, 1966. 
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-8- 
entered this highly specialized field of production are extremely vulnerable 
to risk. Whose benefit will really be served? We say it will be neither that 
of the producer nor the consumer when corporate enterprise controls the means 
of food production. 

The industrialization of production in turkeys, eggs and hogs is 
rapidly descending upon us. One must question the relative security of the 
individual producer in an economic climate which puts him in direct production 
competition with an integrated corporation also representing the market outlet 
on which the producer relies, or alternately, a contractual arrangement which 
relegates him to the role of hired man or share cropper under contract for 
secre eee Under corporate management of production and supply, the 
consumer can expect an end to food bargains. 

We are concerned by the inadequacy of price support programs which, 
in large measure, fail to be meaningful in providing primary producers with 
an adequate level of price stability and income. It is clear the prime 
objective of support policy for farm products has been to act as a stop-loss 
measure and thus pattern supply to the domestic market production. 

It has achieved this to such an extent in some commodities, notably 
manufacturing milk and cream, as to require foreign imports of butter to 
Supplement domestic supplies. Even so, recent support increases in milk 
prices have been grudgingly and reluctantly granted to producers. The federal 
Minister of Agriculture, the Honourable J. J. bens Heeecnny stated that 


FP ae a EL ee en PME Dr EL Se rT RL es on ee ee Dn ek 1 
1/ See "Structure and Concentration in the Canadian Poultry Meat Industry’ 


~ by J.T.Hill, Canadian Farm Economics, Vol. 1, No.2, June, 1966, published 
by Economics Branch, Canada Department of Agriculture. 


2/ Report in Winnipeg Tribune, Jan.25/67, of address by Hon.J.J.Greene to 
- annual meeting, Canadian Federation of Agriculture, Winnipeg, Man. 
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man's most crying problem in the next three decades will be the ability to 

feed himself and that Canada, with the most productive and efficient farmers in 
the world, is suited to giving leadership in remedying world hunger. We quite 
agree, but farmers cannot produce at a loss in a high cost of production 
economy. 

Farmers are becoming weary of being exhorted by experts to specialize, 
to diversify, to produce more and to become ever more efficient. To make 
the farmer more productive appears to be a national preoccupation while other 
sectors of our economy on which the farmer relies for goods and services 
are able to convert the fruits of his efficiency and technology into profit centres. 
The question arises: How efficient must farmers become? Efficiency equated 
in terms of an industry which is able to regulate its profit margins to 
demonstrate a profit on its operations is one matier. Efficiency equated in 
terms of a profitable farming operation which must produce on the basis of 
high cost, profit centred inputs supplied by the industrial sector and sell toa 
market which also will build profit centres into the farmer's product before 
it is consumed, is quite another matter. 

Supermarkets, in our view, are overexpanded in numbers as are 
gasoline service stations which mushroom in profusion in every town and city. 
Cur packing companies are overexpanded in capacity. The basic design and 
efficiencies of our grain handling and transportation systems have not changed 
greatly in sixty years. Farm implement prices have been rising each year 
as the farmer is overburdened with a multiplicity of models, designs and 
colors to appeal to his baser instincts. Efficiency in these instances, it would 


appear, is rationalized on balance sheets which extract a profit from the 
consumer rather than through the more efficient application of resources. 
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We believe this committee must consider and recommend some 
guidance to government on the shape of the agricultural industry for the 
future. Failure to recognize the present shape of future events in the 
primary food industry may well lead to the destruction of the family farm and 
substitute an administered industry regulated and controlled by private 
corporations. 

Farmers and Co-operatives 

The principles of co-operation first applied by the Rochdale Pioneers 
in 1844 provided farmers in Canada with a model on which to build present-day 
producer marketing and farm supply co-operatives. Canadian farmers have 
been the creators of both farm supply and producer co-operative institutions 
in Canada. 

The early voluntary farm movement from which some present day farm 
unions have descended were the creators of many present day commercial 
co-operative institutions and as such these institutions are part of the farm 
movement, Farm people have employed co-operative principles to organize 
commercial enterprises and they have organized these enterprises to perform 
specific, specialized functions on their behalf. These basic functions are 
to provide goods and services at cost and to return any earnings as patronage 
refunds to individual members on a proportionate basis relative to the amount 
of purchases. 

The motive in this form of enterprise is to provide members with 
goods and services at cost. Properly managed, there is no likelihood of 
producer or consumer exploitation, since the cause for exploitation, namely 


profits, does not exist. Where this motive does exist as in corporate enterprise, 
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the effect is cost increasing to the consumer of the good or service. 

An additional advantage to Canada from co-operative enterprise is 
that co-operatives are entirely owned and controlled by Canadians. This 
is a technique through which Canadian ownership of industry is attained. 

There should not be a problem of monopolistic or restrictive trade 
practices which occasionally tempt the private and/or corporate sectors of 
our economy. The savings members realize as a result of their patronage 
of consumer co-operatives may be returned to them in cash or retained 
within their association for expansion of services. In this manner, that 
portion of their earnings through patronage is loaned to the association on 
an interest-free basis. 

Earnings accruing to farmers through patronage of producer 


co-operatives may also be refunded in whole or in part by the producer 


co-operative. In both cases the entire earning accruing to the farmer is 


a nn 


i 


receives the saving. Savings of the members retained by co-operatives, 
for whatever purposes, may be employed interest-free. 

It is therefore with considerable concern we regard the malicious 
attacks made from time to time by private and corporate enterprise sectors 
of our economy upon the so-called ''tax concessions’ accorded to co-operatives. 
Co-operative members do not enjoy splitting or appreciation of their shares 
as accorded private or corporate enterprise, although many thousands of 


co-operative members have invested risk capital in co-operative enterprise. 
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Aside from various economic arguments supporting co-operative 
institutions, there exist social values not associated with corporate or private 
enterprise. Co-operatives provide members with the opportunity for decision - 
making in policy matters on a one-member-one-vote basis. Members of 
co-operatives may avail themselves of information or services provided 
through their respective associations which might not otherwise be available. 
Co-operative organizations have grown in Canada, but not nearly to 
the extent which we believe desirable, either from the standpoint of the 
primary producer or the consumer. Producer marketing through co-operatives 
in 1964 approached $1.3 billion. Co-operative consumer purchases of all 
types reached only $522.8 million out of aggregate retail sales of $20 biliion. 
This may largely reflect the lack of adequate understanding of this form of 
business enterprise by co-operatives and co-operators themselves. It may 
also reflect the lack of adequate encouragement from governments, 
particularly at the national level. We suspect that most governments have 
not actively encouraged the growth and development of co-operative institutions 
in this country nearly to the extent possible. 
By way of example, may we remind this committee as others have, 
that there has been a demand in the farm movement for a federal co-operative 
act as far back as 1905, and such legislation still does not exist on the 
federal statutes. Bill No.5, an Act Respecting Co-operation, unanimously 
passed the House of Commons in 1908, but was defeated by the Senate on 


July 10, 1908. 


odtareqo as yabiegdue * 
im ghrregs ante bede]ogaee TOM, oihten inp tas e188 


aisvires * 


wiztpah val ¢hewiwogis oe iiepw eradarscs shiver, aaviiesdqoed 


auscerai( .atearl alot. pene tetaiehe Sa 2 Te Be nee 


Rabivayg BSolviSe wo Roberto iat to sovisenredd ave gaat nevi ie 


oar : 
” SiG RS - 


te PG Poi Risiae: 


 beneowe tentuEeco evisegage cd .Bol {lid #, 12 bedosorqas Oe 


ih ae 
ray 
“nvix * 
‘ we png 
Pa 
13 
: 
al 5 
a? sea or 


iB os 


mee 


oy fy 
2 


a6 


i ouiweadtio jon Maio doldw aagite/obRae Sulosge st sors stgae 


wociinene dolivasen- ot gaivesqaal jo4 as 6.08 TR. 


TSA ae 


a iyoreQ, lean ted) doegens @ HY ,ievel amore an? 12 ¥ 


aiieiage-oo to tasergealeyeh Gas diworg on? Gogsangeus 


a 
ee 


? .shaou) of mwerg eyed ence nay suiiPrago-0 2 - 


sectoad nate Od? Cis BOOS |. aidssrash ayatisd ow sobiw insite, 


Que unitoataan <aeulen 2 . temenoe add 1G "LS9Ho Tg 


1 soles Detex ciasetegr WM tno nol 8. 2SSe vico bea 

: ae  o é Parte $.: 
wit te aaibnatetobaw Maspebs to. 198 ont janiies visg tet 4 Bee 
yang paver erig aroistoda> oo bee savilayaqaesa. ea MITWIISIED Bi 


arciaeoe soot? iaein opeiw0ons Sieopone to aoa) oft 399 


Ad 


.aidiaaod ineixe edi af viaaen Yt 


yale an apiiaugoe ahi baisean wa yer) Slee To yaw ie 


sive top eoob fiite oolielemmel dove bee .COGr 2m ond 


gimrige. oft yd boimoleab aaw dod A081 pi anon 


-13- 
Recommendations 

The family farm structure of agriculture in Canada is, in our view, 
at the crossroads. We believe a comprehensive farm policy is an urgent 
necessity if indeed it is the objective of government to perpetuate the family 
farm as the main productive force in Canadian agriculture. 

If this is to be the case, and we believe it must if the best interests 
of producers and consumers are to be served in future, we urge the following 
broad recommendations be accepted by your committee: 

1) The federal government should immediately issue a clear state - 
ment of policy objective in terms of its concept toward the role of the family 
farm in constituting the basic food production in Canada in the future. 

2) A broadly based and realistic farm price support program which 
will remove the uncertainties of financial risk to the farmer in production and 
provide him with the opportunity to earn a basic national level of income 
through employment of his productive resources is essential. {Canada's 
expenditures on farm support under the Agricultural Stabilization Act in 
1965-66 was $57.3 million or a per capita outlay of $2.75.} 

3) <A broadening in the base of farm credit arrangements is necessary. 
Provision must be made for access to low interest rate credit for low income 
farmers. 

Provision must be made to ease the transfer of farm operations 
from one generation to the next and encourage greater entry into farming by 
young farmers. 

4) Research and study must be given to the practicability of altering 


the generally accepted concept of land ownership as the only practical manner 
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of assuring a farmer of security of tenure. The possible establishment of 
long term leasing arrangements of farm units under the jurisdiction of a land 
allocation authority may be a practical answer to problems of succession and 
the growing encroachiment upon land ownership of private corporations. 

5) Research and study should be undertaken on the extent of non-farm 
purchases of farm land, speculative and otherwise, foreign and domestic, and 
the effect of this practice in exerting inflationary pressures on land prices 
and restricting opportunity of farm people. 

6) Study and research should be directed toward assessing the 
present degree and possible future trends and impact of vertical integration 
on Canada's farm structure and consumer interest. 

7) Passage by the federal government is recommended of national 
marketing board legislation to provide farmers the opportunity of exercising 
greater discipline and control in the production and marketing of farm products. 

8) We urge this committee recommend: 

(a) The immediate introduction in the House of Commons 
of a National Co-operative Act as a concrete measure 
towards extending active support to the growth of the 
co-operative movement in Canada. 

(b) That the government of Canada make available a 
continuing fund of $100 million for the purposes of 
co-operative development in Canada. 

(c) That interest charged on monies loaned by the co-operative 
development ‘fund be not greater than 3% per annum simple 


interest. 


‘as sane teiinewe sidteacg ant. “eetonof Yo: qu) 


ae a 
Bact Aw aultaihetiu onl Aone wai BYTRT IO ene Bak 


as soles ovaua to eensidesg of Agwee igo} ioand & ad. gaunt timate 
gpolheiytoo aise tna deyadnep inal HO MSE MOBOTSNY OF 4 
lo hvatx onto andes abnw ed fio vbula bae deseseot (6 
ax i epot pselwaedia bas evijeluoeqa ,baeb papier te aoee 
basl (ig setuheaery "CtAaOes) BnlsIses OF aoiiou'tg aay to jpaiis ~ 
pafgoaq expend lo ylintineage galerie 
9 LPR RGA SS, PRB betirauwh ad hlgguin psowsesst bom yhuye ch 
Pee ary: laa may ly tomar! hut shaee? orxistays sidiagod ba oatyal 
mei gu vemoetno® bos @ielouyte orpabelsha ng s 
igeeiien bo hebnomaeonn a) tratereveq Ieqebet edt ya sone ie 
ots CHHINPIGNGO Wit By syael ablyvewy ol nolisienges mygeat Bai. 
vane aia Eattedea hes noeusotg of) ni loan Dee SHpiioeph 
ch) teateooe estheusog BING sean oW! ip. ‘ 


7 
‘ : we ols ae ee Tock. gore oe! ' 2 
wmragols To Bauer, OAs er WUTIIges Teak Ose Sie eee! oni LB}. 


ato undo #88 tok ayheteso-D Langley 24), 

EAT 12 AVE Bee 7 Ped ghe ee RLY 2) Gs SIRS abvawat 
<BR RAS? sh wieaperarm Qvigagean-O2 ; 
& sidaliave eteeg abana? to tpemieyeg 98s weNT iab 
4a saangiee add <ol collie 0012 Io Sant guiwalgnss” / 
gehen? at inarngglay a ae A 


evijgraqoe om ait ye henen! saiaqrt 1e HoytaGo sah 


~~ vail 


_ §fone 7 a” 


a a 
{d) That the period of tax exemption on new co-operative 
developments be extended from the present three years 
to five years. 
9) We support requests for the establishment of a Department of 
Consumer Affairs and legislation requiring the full disclosure of annual 
interest rates in such instances as installment buying plans and finance 


company borrowings. 


All of which is respectfully submitted by 


THE NATIONAL FARMERS UNICN. 
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